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Violent behavior: getting into a serious fight, attacking others with the intent to 
seriously hurt them 
Source: National Survey on Drug Use and Health 


Social and Economic Structure 


* Problems of the Low SES Class 


— "Culture of poverty": 
* apathy, cynicism, helplessness, and mistrust of social institutions like schools, government 


agencies, the police 
— Underclass 
* lack education, skills to succeed in modern society 


* Child Poverty 
— 15 mil children in US (21% of children) live in families with incomes below the poverty 


line 
— 4496 in families with insufficient incomes for basic expenses 
— Poor children less likely to complete school, more health problems 


* Minority Group Poverty 


* Poverty and Crime 


— Social structure theory 
— Views disadvantaged economic class position as a primary cause of crime 


Social Disorganization Theory 


* The Work of Shaw and McKay (Chicago School) 
— Concentric Zones study of spatial distribution of crime 


— Transitional Neighborhoods (among the higher crime rates) 
* Area undergoing shift in population and structure 
* Constant moving of people in and out of the neighborhood 


— Structural determinants(antecedents) of crime: 
* Poverty 
* Residential instability 
* Population heterogeneity 


* The Work of William Julius Wilson 
— The Truly Disadvantaged. 
— Epidemic unemployment 
— Concentration effects: poverty and socioeconomic disadvantage 
— Institutional isolation 
— White flight 
— Job flight 


The Work of Shaw and McKay (1929) 


Social Disorganization Theory 


* The Work of Shaw and McKay (Chicago School) 
— Concentric Zones study of spatial distribution of crime 


— Transitional Neighborhoods (among the higher crime rates) 
* Area undergoing shift in population and structure 
* Constant moving of people in and out of the neighborhood 


— Structural determinants(antecedents) of crime: 
* Poverty 
* Residential instability 
* Population heterogeneity 


* The Work of William Julius Wilson 
— The Truly Disadvantaged. 
— Epidemic unemployment 
— Concentration effects: poverty and socioeconomic disadvantage 
— Institutional isolation 
— White flight 
— Job flight 


Significance and Theoretical Approach 


Results and Discussion 
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Spatial Inequality and Youth Delinquency 


New York: Spatial 
Clustering of Disadvantage 


Results and Discussion 
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Significance and Theoretical Framework 


Types of Spatial Context 
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The Social Ecology School 


Less emphasis on values and life-style 

— Focus on community deterioration and economic decline 
Community Disorder 

— Social disorder (civil incivilities) 


— Physical disorder (abandoned buildings, people drinking on the 
street, graffiti) 


Community Fear 
Siege Mentality 

— Suspicion and mistrust 
Community Change 
Poverty Concentration 


The Social Ecology School 


* Collective Efficacy 
— Cohesion and Trust 
— Shared expectations of social control 


* Social control relevant for crime: 
— Informal (primary ties; private) 
— Institutional (secondary ties; parochial; formal) 
— Public (external) 


Social Disorganization Theory 


Figure 2—2. The Basic Systemic Model of Crime. 


The Social Ecology School 
Developments 


* Collective Efficacy 
— High levels of social control 
— Social integration 
— Mutual trust 
— Willingness to intervene 
— Maintenance of public order 
* High levels of collective efficacy predict lower 


crime 
— Even in poor neighborhoods 


Measuring Collective Efficacy 


. Shared expectations of social control 
Neighbors could be counted to take action if: 


Kids were skipping school and hanging out on street 
corner 


Kids were spraying graffiti on a local building 
Kids were showing disrespect to an adult 
Fight broke out in front of their house 


Fire station closest to home was threatened by 
budget cuts 


Measuring Collective Efficacy (cont.) 


. Social cohesion/trust 


People around here are willing to help their 
neighbors 

People in this neighborhood can be trusted 
This is a close-knit neighborhood 

People in this neighborhood generally get 
along with each other 


The Social Ecology School 


CONCEPT SUMMARY 6.1 Social Disorganization Theories 


Theory Major Premise Strengths Research Focus 
Shaw and Crime is a product of Identifies why crime Poverty; disorganization 
McKay's transitional neighborhoods rates are highest in slum 
concentric that manifest social areas. Points out the factors 
zones theory disorganization and value that produce crime. 
conflict. Suggests programs to 


help reduce crime. 


Social ecology The conflicts and problems Accounts for urban crime Social control; fear; 
theory of urban social life and rates and trends. collective efficacy; 
communities (including fear, unemployment 


unemployment, deterioration, 
and siege mentality) 
influence crime rates. 


The Moving to Opportunity 


Housing Demonstration 


" Random assignment to: " Baseline interview and 
" MTO Group (N=1729) random assignment in 
" Section 8 Group (N=1209) 1994/97 
" Control Group (N=1310)  " Follow up interview in 2002 


" Sample selection: " Five cities (N =4248 adults): 
* poor families with kids in * Boston (N=959) 
public housing in very poor " Chicago (N=894) 
neighborhoods " Los Angeles (N=678) 
" 62% African American " New York (N=1081) 
* 30% Hispanics " Baltimore (N=636) 
* Youth 15-20 years old at end " Full residential history 


of 2001 (N= 1591) 
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The Moving to Opportunity 


Housing Demonstration 
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Intent- to- Treat Effects Results and Discussion 


Note. - Results from 2 separate models, each controlling for a full set of demographic, 
household, employment, education, neighborhood perceptions, and housing 
characteristics at baseline. 
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Declines in 


Results and Discussion 


Exposure to 
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Neighborhood Crime Rates and 


Perceived Disorder — ES l Results and D Discussion 


Exposure to Crime (Burglary, Exposure to Perceived Disorder 
Robbery, Homicide 1995-1999) 


3.00 


Control MTO Control Control MTO Control 
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MTO "treatment" induces other improvements in 
neighborhood environments: e.g. decreased exposure to crime 
and perceived disorder 
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Results and 


ns and Future 


Male Youth 


Risky Behavior | Risky Behavior 
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Note. - Results from models, separated by gender each controlling for a full set of 
demographic, household, employment, education, neighborhood perceptions, and housing 
characteristics at baseline. 
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